4/5/71 


Dear Ed, 

Got the mail early this a.m. before leaving for IX!, was there until lute, mid 
will not read your letter. Of 4/2/ 

_. Tr You , have th « idsa d “tter than the title, which if TIGER TO RIDE. Maybe TIGER BY THE 
1AXu would oe better, Have to tiling about it when I get back to that. Largely, your 
presumption is correct. How ever, with the problem of a $10.00, I'm going to have. to think 
oi abbreviating all that follow. x t reduces the iuarkey much to much* 

My own re titling of Eisenhower, as of several years ago, is CIA-Military- 
iilndua trial complex* 

I did enjoy our meetings much and, as always, wish thoro had been time for more. 

In the Garrison letter I have gotten to Garrison's having dug in "stcrlia soil". 

■j®, 1 f no a Pi ,r iopriat« comment I can rank©, considering that he was in no soil that 
hadn t been well tilled and spent mosy cf his time with the organic fertiliser. Ad it 
comes out of the bull, there is a more popular and no less expressive term. What he didn't 
say he coulon t say and didn't -ever- have. And what he used in the trial that was of 
any qonsequenc. was never his. Need I comment on the irrelevance before the iury of what 
had appeared in the press, whether or not true? That he did not comment on "the case" 
as he terms it , "ahead of trial", is not precise. H* did not, after the very beginning, 
comment on Shaw, which is not the same thing, especially with what he presented Is his 
case ....He is correct on the penetration of Ms office. It succeeded only because, he 
ignored what X told Mm. I knew a year and a half before the trial and made my own 
arragments with the one man in Ms office I felt I could trust. Eben then Mm got some 
of what dug up and £av* it to others, his particular ethic... That bit about 
arresting ham at an airport is unfamiliar, and I never heard of it in any way, I'm sure. 
...J. he contempt for the jury is not new. It was omnipresent. But note that he here is 
not talking about Sfeaw, but of Dallas. And what did he bring from there anyway? 

He may be right where he talks of "reasons" for the conspiracy, but the fact i£ 
that c-vcn if he established what h® alleged against Shaw (and h;. didn't), that wan. a 
di erent kind of conspiracy, and he never really charged Shaw with being part of the 
successful one. The on. overt act, required by law, that I r.call, has to do with the 
ngl. at Forne a, wMch lacks credibility. Et.n if Shaw knew Oswlld, that is not 
conspiracy (and I believe Shaw did oerjure Mm3elf)....Hi 3 comment on the intellectuals 
and the Senators, while irrelevant, is accurate. 

He never gave any thought to "caution"* died when - used the phone or tho mails! 

M was nevtr witnout bodyguard, e postponed an overdue surgery until he could find an 
empty clinic, and then had his own men on guard around tho clock! He thought I was crazy 
not to be afraid. Snd said so. 

"Excuse to evade prosecution"? He dropped the charges agdnst «artens and hasnAt 
moved against Thomle*. Be tho 11 or Gurvich. And so far as not backing up one inch is 
concerned, ho has boon turned, off since the Shaw trial. . .That i: concluding line is the 
best commentary on Boesten-who doesnBt even have the 26! I have doubt that the "govern- 
ment accomplished" the unavailability of the book. .. .Strange way of "validating" work 
e only significant part of which is incomplete, inaccurate and unoriginal! .. .I'll 
be interested in what he says of the "Panel Review", bowing nobody else who has written 
Ox it • 


It's a treat, Ed. Thanks. No time for more. 


Sincerely, 


